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SUBVERSIVE INFLUENCE IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 





The Internal Security Subcommittee, in the second year of its 
inquiry into Communist penetration into the educational system, 
held hearings in Washington, New York, Boston, and Chicago 
The subcommittee was continuing under Chairman William E., 
Jenner (Republican, Indiana) the inquiry nto Communist penetra- 
tion into the educational process begun in 1952 under the chau- 
manship of Senator Pat McCarran (Democrat, Nevada).' 

Altogether it heard more than 100 witnesses in the field of edueation 
in public session and many more in executive session. Of this number 
82 educators, about whom the subcommittee had evidence of Com- 
munist Party membership, refused to answer questions about their 
Communist affiliations, invoking instead their constitutional privil 
against self-incrimination. Three others admitted Communist Party 
membership, but defied the committee in refusing to supply further 
details. ‘Twenty were responsive witnesses. 

Of the 82, 40 were faculty members or employees of 16 different 
universities.2. The others were teachers in secondary schools or 
persons who held other positions in the educational system. 

The subcommittee received impressive evidence from former Com- 
munist organizers that the Soviet organization was continuously 
engaged in a plan to penetrate our educational institutions at every 
possible point, thus posing a serious threat to our national security. 
The Communist agents who spun the very real web of conspiraracy 
and intrigue within the framework of the United States Government 
Departments, in almost all cases, were cradled in our distinguished 
universities and colleges. The subcommittee observed that the uni- 
versities and colleges are, understandably, more and more participating 
in government, creating policy and shaping our national destiny and 
that the expressions and sentiments of educators are more and more 
flowing into the mainstream of our national culture 

The subcommittee’s function in the educational field is to examine 
the workings of the Communist apparatus and to determine whether 
it is necessary to have additional legislation against new and undefined 
crimes. ‘The subcommittee has no authority or power to prosecute 
for criminal action. That is the function of the prosecuting arm of 
the executive branch of the Government. It is the function of the 
legislative branch of the Government to go forward and determine 
whether or not new laws are hecessary or old laws are outmoded. For 
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t! ese reasons, conere ssional committees must operate In an area where 


actions dangerous or undesirable to the public welfare are not yet 
defined in the law as crimes. This distinction was the determining 
factol In setting up our standards and procedures 


At the beginning of this vear, Senator Jenner issued for the sub- 
committee a statement of policy in which he said: 


If tota ian oO 1 1 ast eviae vs exist in our Na ) 
| @® I l 
( ) ( l I be int | l S ot r owt i t 
{ ru ‘ fr right ) 1 I eC! 
ent, the development of our culture, and the right to express free idea 
' } o.1 2 
1 free thoughts will be choked and stifled (p. 413).24 


Senator Jenner also said, during the course of the hearings: 


Our purpose is to protect and safeguard academic freedom Academie fre 
! i 1 r attack b a mv I I » indivi 1 r ¢ munit ( 
I in fight alone Traders « ) rate in a fi narket if ned hig 
el col { untiy nara , them fron er 1 ideouts on t © ft iblie roa is ‘I eC 
market of ideas cannot function if hidden con pirato are Waltl it every 
!) oO und d ro the loval peopl \ Ir quiet ibo 
! f teaching our youth tot best of their a 
Our committee is not concerned with telling the leaders of our schools and 
( | what to teach, or how to teach. It Is conce rned wit! Snowing them 
re this alien conspiracy is hidden, that it is fully armed with every weapon 
to attack at every vantage point It is coneerned with helping our 
! 1 leaders to meet the threat. There can be no academie freedom until 
is Soviet conspiracy hidden in our schools and colleges is exposed to the light, 
and the rule of Moscow over its adherents in the educational world is broken 
p. 454 


Within this framework, the Internal Security Subcommittee posed 
the following question: What can a congressional committee do to 
meet a national dancer of Communist invasion of our educational 
necies, When the administrative responsibility in this special field 
rests entirely with the local and private institutions? Here the 
subcommittee decided that its funetions were (1) to expose secret 
mombers of the Communist network by its power to administer oaths 
and by its power of subpena and its power to punish for contempt of 
C'oneress; (2) to sketch the pattern of infiltration and subversion as 
it is outlined by the evidence; (3) to make it possible for local educa- 

1 


tional authorities to observe effective measures taken by other localities 


and institutions; (4) to help local agencies to strengthen the machinery 
vailable to them to identify Communists and remove existing obsta- 


( o action; and (5) to improve the Federal machinery for identifying 
Communists. For example, Senate bill 16, reeently passed by the 
Senate, would permit Congress to grant immunity to certain witnesses, 
ther making it possible for the ex-Communist to testify freely 
with fear of incrimination and making it impossible for a Com- 
I to refuse to testify 


in \ v of the fact that the subeommittee was working in a 
limited time range and without investigators, it could not examine 
all instances of local Communist activity in the field of education, 
It, therefore, selected as many instances as possible which contributed 
to a prevailing pattern. 

The subcommittee, in viewing the whole seene at the outset, reaf- 
firmed its recognition of the principle that exposure and elimination of 


subversion in education is primarily a responsibility of State, local, 


and private authorities. The subcommittee was called upon to act 


lucation ur ther wise identified, 
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beeause of the almost complete inability of the edueational author- 
ities to expose the Communist CONSpwWacy with the means available 
to them. 

The chairman of the subcommittee stressed, from time to time, and 
the subcommittee followed this standard, that it would not interfere 
with the administration of educational institutions and would serupu- 
lously refrain from passing judgment on the action or inaction of the 


local authorities in acting on the evidence produced by the subeom- 
mittee. Thus, the subcommittee maintained its principle of not 
interfering with the administration of educational institutions. 
THI UBCOMMITT!I Mi HOODS 

The subcommitte ueht as ts determinant of s ibversion mem r- 
ship in the Communist Party and overt acts connected therewith 
It took cognizance of the many determinations that the American 
Communist Party is directed by the Soviet Government \Moreove 
the subcommittee conducted the hearings in ich a way as to hay 


the exposure of any educator as a member of the Communist Party 
come out of the eduecator’s own sworn ti stimony., 
Recognizing that in the absence of an admission, only sworn testi- 


mony of someone who was formerly among the ranks of the Communist 


Party can be evidence of another’s Communist membership, the sub- 
committee took in executive session the testimony of responsible 
ex-Communists and reliable Government agents. Even before the 
person identified was subpenaed, this evidence was carefully assessed 
and corroborated, This testimony was not made public in any case 
until the persons so identified as Communists were given an oppor- 
tunity in private session to contravert or deny the evidence. After 
these private sessions, the edueators were then called before the sub- 
committee also in private session and asked about the details of the 
evidence, and their refusal to deny or contravert the evidence was 
followed by open hearings. The subcommittee felt that such a 
method was the most responsible procedure of eXposing those who 
are Communist Furthermore, it insured fairness and aceuraey both 
to the witness and the subeommittee, since, according to this standard, 
the names of those who denied Communist Party me mbership were 
not brought into the public record as subversives 

The subcommittee sought to make only present membership in 
the Communist Party its norm of subversion. It set out to determin 
this by the following standards: 

At the outset, the subcommittee announced its broad policy of 
welcoming the testimony of all responsible ex-Communists. ‘The sub- 
committee heid that 


The sincerely d clated and contrite ex-Communist is a re informed 
person generally on the le O© ec inl a | ene i acquired antl- 
bodie against further infection They are of inestimable value as a source of 
evidence, and evervthir possil le should be dc ie to ¢ ourage their divorce 
from the Communist periphery and their escape fron nesome isolatior \c- 
cepting such persons wholeheartedly into the community of freemen Is recon- 


cilable with and even dictated by every precept of the Judaic and the Christian 
religions. If all the secrets now possessed by ex-Communists were made avail- 
able to the Federal Bureau of Investi 1 d this 

would have been taken to expose fully the Communist conspiracy in the United 
States (p. 8, Interim Rept. 1). 


§ Report of Subversive Activities Control B 1, April 23, 195 ) 
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Consequently it made every effort to induce educators who had left 
the Communist Party to testify fully at all times. The subcommittee 


heard numerous witnesses in executive session who admitted their 
former Communist membership, and gave evidence, by answering 


questions, of their willingness to take a position against the Com- 


munist organization. Almost in every case such witnesses were 
excused from open testimony and their anonymity was protected 
by the subcommittee. And in aimost every case, they were not 


pressed into extensive identifications of former associates when a 
reluctance to do so became apparent. The subcommittee brought 
the testimony of two such witnesses into the public view because 
elements of their testimony were essential to Une record, but at the 
same time it commended their behavior. 'n both these instances, 
the subcommittee communicated with seerrily authorities and the 
employers of the witnesses to impress upon them the subcommittee’s 
commendation. 
APPLYING THE TESTS 


In the ease of numerous witnesses, the subcommittee, recognized the 
reluctance of many persons to identify their former associates during 
their own intermediate stage of transition from the Communist side 
of the political strugele to the side of free men. Therefore, did not 
press for names except to ask for some sign or some willingness that 
would indicate genuine conversion. Three witnesses who admitted 
Communist Party membership and alleged their defection therefrom, 
defied the subcommittee on the point of their willingness to testify 
about personalities and gave no other evidence of redemption. Con- 
sequently, these three were heard in open session. The subcom- 
mittee in these cases held that such behavior may not be inconsistent 
with present membership in or loyalty to the Communist Party on the 
part of a witness who is simply admitting facts which he knows the sub- 
committee’s evidence can prove, and who holds fast in refusing to take 
any step that would harm or expose the Communist organization. The 
subcommittee felt that some willingness to damage the Communist 
organization, was a necessary element through which a former Com- 
munist might show the genuineness of his defection. 

The subcommittee had noted the political phenomenon of particular 
educators rallying around and supporting Communist-controlled 
organizations that professed to espouse commendable causes but 
which were really fronts or covers for Communist purposes. The 
subcommittee noted with distress the extensive indulgence of educators 
in this activity and the harm such organizations wrought in sapping 
the national resistance. And yet because an individual’s participa- 
tion in such activity, however extensive, is ambiguous as evidence 
and may be consistent with gullibility and political confusion rather 
than actual subversion and membership in the Communist Party, 
the subcommittee exposed such activity only after the individual 
could not contravert the subcommittee’s evidence of his Communist 
Party membership. 

If a witness admitted membership in as many as 30 or 40 of these 
organizations but denied Communist Party membership, he was 
excused from testifying in public session and retained has anonymity. 
The subcommittee adopted this working rule while at the same time 
supporting the standard used by security authoritics and other com- 
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mittees of Congress in using membership and support of Communist- 
led organizations as a gage of unsuitability. 

Those witnesses who invoked their constitutional privilege under the 
fifth amendment were, for the most part, heard in open session. For 
some of these, however, and particularly some of those who denied 
present membership in the Communist Party but who invoked their 
privilege about past membership, the subcommittee made an excep- 
tion. Mindful of the possibility that some had broken with the 
Communists but because of fear or bad advice were invoking their 
constitutional protection, the subcommittee deferred their public 
appearance, hoping for a change of outlook. In order to make Su hy 
an eventuality more likely, the subcommittee asked that they not 
even testify before it but simply go to the Fe leral Bureau of Investiga- 
tion and there cooperate to show their good faith. 

To date, the subcommittee has no reason to believe that any one 
of these has done SO, and in all likelihood they may have to be called 
back. We feel that if even one of these can see his way clear to join 
the side of free men in the struggle against world communisin, that 
the patience shown them will have been worthwhile 

Every courtesy was extended by the subcommittee to even the 
most defiant witnesses. Even though it was not a matter of right, 
every witness was allowed to have an attorney in private and open 
session. Voluntary statements were accepted into the record. If a 
witness asked that he be not photographed, the chairman invariably 
asked the photographers to desist from taking pictures. When the 
television cameramen elected to attend the public hearings which 
were open to everyone, they were asked by the chairman not to turn 
their cameras on the witness while he was testifying, if the witness s« 
requested. Virtually the only request denied the witness was that 
his testimony be not recorded. The subcommittee felt that an 
inaudible recording of the hearings interfered in no way with a 
Witness’ testimony and was simply another form of reporting. 


CONSTITUTIONAL PRIVILEGE 


Witnesses concerning whom the subcommittee had evidence of 
Communist membership, resorted with great frequeney to claims that 
they had a right to refuse to testify because of the constitutional 
privileges granted by the Bill of Rights, which consists of the first 10 
amendments of the United States Constitution 

The two amendments most frequently referred to are the first and 
fifth. The first amendment provides: 

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibit 
ing the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the 
press; * * * 


The fifth amendment provides: 


No person * * * shall be compelled in any criminal case‘ to be a witness against 
himself * * * 

With respect to the first amendment, the subcommittee determined 
that the court decisions have clearly held that a witness could not 
invoke his privilege under the first amendment when asked about 


4 Even though a subecommitte¢ 


; in no sense a criminal proceeding, testimony taken during the 
course of a hearing is within the f the amendr t sir irts 1 ld that the “criminal cas« 
t i, Ww 
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membership in the Communist Party. This clear authority was 
largely a factor in causing the chairman, in every case, not to recog- 
nize invocation of that amendment as grounds for not answering. In 
addition, however, the subcommittee carefully examined the under- 
lying issues and came to the conclusion that the guarantees afforded 
to an individual by this amendment were not being curtailed by the 
subcommittee’s inquiry.* 

The chairman from the very outset, speaking for the subcommittee, 
disavowed any intention of restricting the opinions, the ideas, the 
writings or the speeches of anyone. He said: 

We are told that the Internal Security Subcommittee of the Senate is attacking 
academic freedom. Our purpose is to protect and safeguard academic freedom. 
Academic freedom is under attack by a monstrous growth no individual or com- 
munity of scholars can fight alone (p. 454). 

The record of the hearings makes it clear that this policy of protecting 
academic freedom was carried out. Dr. Harry Gideonse, president of 
Brooklyn College, and a distinguished champion of civil liberties, ob- 
served while under oath: 

I fully appreciate that. As I said a little while earlier in the hearing, if I didn’t 
have from your hearings the strong feeling that you not only say that that is what 
you believe, but that that is what you are doing, I would be myself concerned 
about the kind of flurry of excitement that exists in some quarters about this 
committee. I see no such evidence at all, and I appreciate that you are not 
concerned with the liberal, with the right to be critical, with the right to hold 
unpopular views; that this is not your interest at all. That you are concerned, 
as a matter of fact, with protecting genuine freedom of thought against the tempta- 
tion of some few who have sold their birthright as Americans for a mess of intel- 
lectual potage, to a foreign power 

Mr. Morris. Dr. Gideonse, you have observed, then, that this committee is 
interested only in people who are actually formally connected with the American 
Communist Party and affiliated with the international Communist organization, 
is that right? 

Dr. Gipgeonse. Yes, sir. That is all I have seen that you have been concerned 
with so far (pp 566, 567). 

This standard was scrupulously followed. In a few cases where the 
evidence satisfied the subcommittee that a particular witness was a 
Communist and where the witness could not deny Communist Party 
membership, the subcommittee introduced into the record writings of 
such persons, not to weigh the probative value of their writings, but 
rather to demonstrate what the views of a Communist would be on a 
particular subject.’ 


FIFTH AMENDMENT CLAIMS ACCEPTED 


The subcommittee, however, did recognize the right of witnesses to 


claim privilege under the fifth amendment. In recognizing such 
1, | aie ONES Ga 1 e ae . 

claims, the subcommittee necessarily accepted the legal presumption 
that the witness, in each case, was invoking the privilege in good 
faith. On several occasions, the subcommittee expressed doubt 


about the actual good faith of the witness 
mittee allowed such claims. 

A careful examination of the law on the significance of a claim of 
privilege under the fifth amendment in response to an inquiry about a 


, yet invariably the com- 


heommittee hearing is in no sense a criminal proceeding, testimony taken during the 
r within the ¢ of the amendment since courts have held that the ‘‘criminal case” 
r t iny ultimate pr ution validly feared, while the phrase, ‘“‘be a witness” means merely 
, ht form a link in a chain that could lead to conviction for a crime. 

i ird Selsam stat t on pp. 1024-1029, 
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person’s Communist Party membership led the subcommittee to take 
the following point of view: The legal effeet of such a claim of privi- 
lege on the part of a witness was that it constituted an affirmation 
that if he answered the particular questions truthfully he would be 
providing at least a link in a chain of circumstances that could lead to 
his conviction for a crime against which the statute of limitations has 
not run. Fear of disgrace, embarrassment, or exposure of one’s past 
associates Is not proper eround for invocation of th privy ilege. Senator 
Jenner said during the hearings: 


A witness is not justified in claiming privilege under t fifth ar 1 t 
wl } feels that his test r Dp | ficat 
for vol t 1 1 i ‘ i ender oa ind i 
fait it if he testif resp pa i | | 
re rd evidence wl Vill prove to be at tea Li hy i 1 OL ¢ 1 ee it 
W itely lead co for a \ as ( 3 
ip I that | ) to 1 is lor prot and L { } i 


of others (p S50 

Moreover, the subcommittee could not fail to observe that in 
virtually every case the witness invoked his privilege against self- 
iIncrimination only when it became apparent that the evidence 
able to the subcommittee was so concrete and so substantial t 
denial would expose him to po sible prosecution; otherwise he un- 
hesitatingly denied membership. This was particularly true im the 
cases of the college and secondary school teachers from the public 
educational system of New York City. These teachers are employees 
of New York City and their employment comes within the section 
of the New York City charter which provides that tf an emplovee of 
the city invokes his privilege against incrimination, before a legislative 
committee, he shall be subject to suspension and discharge. Thus 
witnesses were willing to lose their jobs rather than deny the sub- 
committee’s evidence of their Communist Party membership 

The subcommittee believes that the witnesses in the New York 
City schools invoked the privilege only when they feit indictment 
for perjury might follow t 
that Communist teachers had been counseled that, where only one 
Witness was available to testify against them. they should deny Com- 
munist membership because the testimony of one witness would not 
necessarily represent sufficient proof against them. 

Before hearing the officers of the New York Teachers Union testify 
the subcommittee heard evidence in secret session that 10 of the 13 
officers it had subpenaed were members of the Communist Party. 
It also heard that the other three were not members of the party 
Without revealing this evidence, the subcommittee asked the 13 
officers of the union if they were in fact Communists The 10 who 
were so identified all invoked their privilege against incrimination, 
the other 3 all denied membership and attacked the subcommittee 

The record in the case of Thomas Davin, the managing editor of 


two medical journals, showed the extent to which a witness would go in 
denying Communist Party membership before invoking his privilege.’ 


wir denials. In faet the reeord showed 





lhe Sed f Net al A ; ‘ 
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lor these reasons the subcommittee considered the claim of privi- 
lege, particularly on the question of Communist Party membership, 
extremely significant in its determination of who are Communists.® 


EXTENT OF THE COMMUNIST CONSPIRACY IN THE SCHOOLS 


The subeommittee has all along recognized the extreme difficulty 
of establishing the real facts of the Communist conspiracy. For that 
reason it labored to follow the standards set forth above. The sub- 
committee experienced the same difficulty in determining the extent 
to which the Communists were able to penetrate the educational 
process of the Natign. 

Only some one who has been behind the closed doors of the conspir- 
acy is competent to testify as to the number and identity of persons 
who participate in the conspiracy. So again the best evidence on 
the extent of the infiltration was the testimony of responsible ex-Com- 
munists and reliable Government agents. The length of time involved 
for a Communist to make a complete break with the organization and 
its ideology and to acquire the outlook necessary to testify to the 
details of his participation in the Communist Party was such that 
it was impossible to determine from ex-Communists the present 

tatus of the infiltration. This is so because communism so pervades 
the whole being of an individual Communist that it is not easily or 
quickly put aside. 

Bella V. Dodd, for instance, broke with the Communist Party in 
1948. She testified that it was not until 1952 that she became suffi- 
ciently disentangled, emotionally, from her Communist ties to see her 
way clear to testify before a Senate committee. But by that time her 
competency to testify to direct events after 1948 had vanished, because 

he no longer had access to Communist secrets after her defection. 
The subeommittee recognized that her interpretations of events 
between 1948 and 1953 were those of an expert because of her expe- 
rience but were in no sense testimony of an active participant. 

Dr. Dodd had been legislative representive of the New York 
Teachers’ Union and later a member of the national committee of the 
Communist Party. Testimony, such as hers, despite its limitation 
of time and perspective,’ is unusual, and the subcommittee was indeed 











| 1 then that you eiected to come in and modify your testimony 
I 
wit! I 1 vl yu t the record, but for 
l 
} tI t 
I ‘ tt ) cr i under the right 
I i ( 
‘ \ t Part emt hip 
\ t i i V ibyt ibeor 
yn suct basi l val tt ce lace it presupp i 
is as to challeng i t ( At vy General and, ear 
irgues to the inadequacy of our whe t rts a Iries t © at just 
3 During that period, in connection with school matters you generally shared all t! 
Party secrets at that time; did you not? 
Dr. Dopp, I did 
N Morris. You had to by virtue of your position? 
I I 
Mr. Morris. Dr. Dodd, will you tell u 
Dr. Dor Excuse me, Mr. Mort When I say “all,” all in relation to the union. I never was aware, 
for ince, ofthe spy apparatus. I was neveraware of that. I was one of the people used by the Commu 
nist Party t Ip cont the n organizations rhere are three different levels, you know There is the 
party funct ry, the person in unions or mass organi ions who is just aware of the do-good principles 
of the Communist Party; and then there is the underground spy apparatus and police apparatus, 
with which I had nothing to do and knew nothing about. I learned much later that even in my union 
there were contacts with the teachers on the part of people like J. Peters, who later on I learned was an 
int t il spy I knew him as a mousy little man who was active in the New York County unit of 
the ¢ munist Party. I did not know him as an international spy, nor did I know his name was Pet 
I knew him by the name of Steve Miller (p. 516) 
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fortunate in getting a glimpse through that source behind the curtain 
of the Communist conspiracy. 


NEW YORK TEACHERS UNION 


Dr. Dodd testified that the New York Teachers’ Union, of which 
she was a leader, achieved a membership of 11,000 teachers, of which 
1,000 were members of the Communist Party. She further testified 
that the union had considerably more Communists than was necessary 
to control that organization, so extensive was the influence of the 
controlling Communists. Some of these were used in building other 
Communist organizations. Dr. Dodd testified that nationally, up 
to 1948, the peak of the Communist strength among educators was 
about 1,500 members. She said on this score: 


The CHaAatrRMAN. Of your own knowledge, what was the peak of the Communist 
strength among the schoolteachers and college professors of the country? 

Dr. Dopp. The peak was about 1,500 members 

The CuarrMAN. Did that number include only the Communist Party members? 

Dr. Dopp. Those were Communist Party members. 

The CHarrRMAN. There were other front members, and so forth, I presume. 

Dr. Dopp. In America, for instance, we never had more than maybe 75,000 
members of the Communist Party, but there were times when we said there were 
at least a million people in the United States who had been either in or out of 
the party, who supported some campaign. 

The CHarrMan. Did the Communist strength r 
the number ef party members you have mentioned? 

Dr. Dopp. ‘The strength of an individual in the Communist Party is infinitely 
greater than the strength of any other single individual. You must not only 
count noses among Communists, but vou must weigh the intensitv with which 
they believe and also the intensity with which they are trained and educated to 
carry on a campaign. You yourself might believe in something intensively, but 
if you were a Communist, every 2 weeks you would be reporting to someone and 
getting instructions from someone. So, therefore, your line didn’t waver. Your 
intensity would multiply manyfold. 

The CHAIRMAN. Where were most of these teachers concentrated? 

Dr. Dopp. The East had the large proportion. There were some in Chicago 
and a small block out in the California area, but the East was the place where you 
had the large number (p. 527). 


adiate more extensively than 
» 


The subcommittee was also fortunate to have the testimony of 
John Lautner, who had been an organizer for the Communist Party 
as late as January 1950. In Lautner’s case the violence that accom- 
panied his expulsion from the Communist organization was a factor 
in his willingness to testify against it 2 years after his detachment 
therefrom.'° 

Lautner testified that in 1949 and early 1950 he was given the 
assignment by his Communist superiors of forming a secret network 


1 Mr. LAUTNER. I joined the Communist Party in 1929, about October or 
Mr. Morris. And for how .ong did you remai nemt ) 
Mr. Laut» 





ER. Up to the 17th of January 19 








Mr. Morris. And what happened at that your t ’ hip? 

Mr. LAuTNER. I read in the Daily Worker pelled fis rank 
of the Communist Party, and being myself an e f lor ( inist 
Party, * * * 

Senator FerGuvson. I understand, then, that the Communist Party has a loyalty ram 

Mr. LAUTN Cn, wa, ° = 

Senator FERGUSON. Now, do they grant you a hearing on your loyalty? 

Mr. LAUTNER. Lhad a “hearing,” in quotation marks, in a cel ( 0 v bu 
kn_v ind rubber hoses and hot and cold running water, and the lik ind a lie detector and a tap 
and plug-uglic that was the hearing I got 

Senator FERGUSON, Was that before it was printed in the paper that you were expelled? 

Mr. LAUTNER. This was printed on the 17th of January, on a Tuesday , and my hearing was the 
previous Saturday, in Cleveland, Ohio 

Senator FERGUSON. Was your life threatened at Cleveland, Ohio, at your hearing? 

Mr. LAUTNER. My iife was threatened. That is the reason I didn’t gi iy full address over here today 

Senator Smita. What building were you in? 


Mr. LAUTNER. I was in a section in Cleveland. Ohio, known as Kingbury Run down in that industrial 
hole where at least 13 or 14 unsolved murders were committed in the last 15 years (p. 244 
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in New York State. About 500 of the Communist teachers in New 
York were assigned to him for the purpose of being processed into the 
underground. The plan for this network was modeled after an 
important Communist plan that was brought from abroad by the 
then chairman of the Communist Party of the United States, William 
Z. Foster. 

PLAN OF SECRET ORGANIZATION 


The witness testified that the organization, devised to protect itself 
from exposure, was expanded through five layers of triangular units, 
organized in a geometrical progression. The top triangle unit con- 
sisted of three members: First, the political director; second, the 
organization leader; and third, the mass-organization specialist. Next 
lower in echelon were organized three units of subordinates who would 
take their orders from the top triangle members, each member of the 
three resulting triangles taking his orders from his counterpart in the 
higher triangle. In this fashion an organized Communist teacher 
would operate very effectively and yet know only 6 other Commun- 
ists—his counterpart in the higher triangle, the other 2 members of 
his own triangle, and his 3 subordinate counterparts in the lower 
triangle. The witness testified that to his knowledge a penetration 
5 de ‘Pp indicated that the levels were made up of, ré specti ely, 3, 9, 
27, 81, and 243; thus comprising a total of 363 highly organized and 


mf 
highly disciplined Communist teachers." 


OTHER UNDERGROUND OPERATIONS 


The subeommittee was fortunate in getting other glimpses of the 
secret working of the Communist underground. Herbert Philbrick, 
a Government counterspy from 1940 until 1949, testified to his intimate 
experience with the Boston Communist apparatus. In addition to the 
standard Communist organization which he penetrated, he was later 
inducted into a stealthy network that was made up of experienced 
Communists who formed the cultural underground in Boston. He 
testified on this as follows: 

Mr. Morris. Will you give us a general breakdown of the 70 to 80 members of 
this pro-4 group in Boston? 

Mir. Poittprick. Yes. I can give you a very rough breakdown, as I say, 





based on my membership of 2 years in the organization, and realiz that tl 
numbers shifted from time to time ;: new people can into the « mmunity or 
ne comrades moved out of the community. 

\s I said before, we had in the group doctors, and, as near as I could determine, 
there were about 5 to 6 doctor in the pro group 1n Boston; lawyers, between 6 
to 8; teachers—and by that I mean teachers in the publie schools in the Boston 

‘ it 6; professors—and by proft rs | mean those in the higher instit 
t of learning in the colleges and universiti a number r ng be een 20 
to 30 pro group Communist Party members. This was the la t single elem« 
of individuals in the pro section in Boston. 

‘The businessmen numbered between 12 to 15: Government workers, about 4 
or 5, a very small number in Boston, I think they were headed down this way 

In the newspaper-publishing field, book-publishing field, there were about 
p rhaps a ec uple more at certain times 

And in the religious field, between 7 to 8 (p. 757). 

rhe enbanmmitt e subpenaed tl hree r ibv I r in the top tria I'wo invoked tl 
c itutional priv ind the third evaded service of subpena but was shortly thereafter dismissed by 
New York City authorities. s Lu tified by Mr. Lautner as the intermediary between t! 
N York Sta ecretariat of the ¢ nist Party and the coordinating committee of the Communist 
tea " tion Ww ! t New Y ! shortly after Lautner’s test 

I l W t by the city authorities directing her to appear for question ( 
t me 1 Miss Ludins invoked her constitu ial privilege when asked about this evidence 





SUBVERSIVE INFLUENCE IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 11 


Six witnesses identified by Philbrick as Communists, invoked their 
privilege under the fifth amendment when asked about the evidence 
Three others evaded service of the subcommittee. Two others denied 
Communist Party membership. According to the standard set by the 
subcommittee, these two names have been shrouded in secreey until 
such time as enough evidence is available to cause a transmission to 
the Attorney General for a determination of perjury or until the 
evidence is found inaccurate. 

There were other glances behind the Communist wall of secrecy 
One witness testified that in the early 1940’s there were 30 to 40 
members in a faculty branch of the Communist Party at City College 
in New York. In addition he had attended several meetings of a 
New York City-wide unit of college professors and instructors that 
contained more than a hundred Communist members from all colleges 
in New York City. Another testified to the size of the Brooklyn 
College unit of the party. Two contemptuous witnesses acknowl- 
edged that they belonged to a unit at Columbia made up of almost a 
dozen faculty members and units at Pennsylvania and Yale made up 
of a dozen faculty members and students respectively. Bella Dodd 
eave a list of colleges that contained to her knowledge Communist 
cells of one or more faculty members.'* And finally, there were the 
82 educators from 16 universities and various other educational 
institutions and services selectively subpenaed by the subcommittee 
to give a conerete sketch of successful Communist penetration. (Si 
chart, p. 31.) 

Moreover, Mrs. Rose Russell, the present legislative representative 
of the New York Teachers Union, estimated that at the time of het 
testimony, September 23, 1952, the union n 
$,000” persons. lt Was apparent to the subeommittee that that number 
of teachers, therefore, remained organizationally under Communist 
control in New York City, but it could not fail to conclude that legis- 
lative inquiries had been effective in reducing the union’s sphere 
of influence from 11,000 members, the high point, according to Dr 
Dodd to the figure given by Mrs. Russell. The subcommittee could 
not learn how many of these 4,000 were actually members of the 
Communist Party. 

William Jansen, superintendent of schools for New York City, said 
that a program instituted by the board of education in New York to 
eliminate Communist teachers, had, with the help of congressional 
committees caused 81 teachers to be separated from the school system 
as of the date of his testimony, March 25, 1953, when 180 others were 
still under investigation. 


embership was “over 


CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES AID LOCAI AUTHORITIES 


Richard E. Combs, chief counsel for the California Senate Com- 
mittee on Un-American Activities, testified to the work being per- 
formed by the California State legislative body in dealing with the 
problem of Communist infiltration of that State’s educational insti- 
tutions. Mr. Combs told the subcommittee how the college presidents 


2 Mr. Morris. Could you tell u me of the colleges that you, to your | vledge, that 1 knew 
fr r own knowled had u tir t 
Mrs. Dopp, Al the city coll New Y I f ( { 
I Island Uni New York [ t \ r ¢ \ H N 
( of Mict Chi », thwestern Unive , Univer ( { 
I Howard | p. 17 
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of all the major California colleges cooperated with the State senate 
committee there, and together caused the removal of more than 100 
faculty members from those universities between June 24, 1952, and 
the date of this testimony on March 24, 1953. On this score and on 
the score of preventing still other Communists from being retained, 
Mr. Combs said: 











Mr. Morris. Have you had any results since that time, since you have had 
t reneral allia er 

Mr. Comers. About 100 faculty members have been removed from the faculties 
as a result of this plan sir the 24th of last June 

Mr. Morris. So your testimonv, Mr. Combs, is that since last June—June 
1952—because of the cooperative effort on the part of vour committee and the 
various college presidents and their staffs, more than 100 members of California 
faculties have been removed from their teaching jobs? 

Mr. Combs. That is correct. In addition to that, Mr. Morris, the committee 
deemed it expedi t to l icate to the university administrators the necessi . 
particularly in the larger institutions, of emploving full-time people who had 
had a practical experience in the field of counter-Communist activities, ex-F BI 
agents, and ex-Navy and military intelligence men. That has been followed. 

On the major colleges and campuses in California such persons are working 
and have been for almost sinee last June. They maintain a liaison with our 
committee. Wein turn make available to them the accumulated documentation, 
the material that we have accumulated during the 14 years. But we soon found 
that it was even more necessary to prevent people from getting on faculties and 
obtaining positions in the educational institutions than it was to get rid of them 
ouce their positions became solidified. 

So the committee developed a procedure whereby applicants for positions are 
referred to us, their names are, and if we do have any documentation concerning 
their Communist activity over a long period of time we make that available to 
the university as a guide to indicate whether or not the individual should be 
emploved. 


Mr. Morr Mr. Comt is it vour testimony that in addition to the work of 
exposing Communists on the various faculties that you also aid the California 
colleges in keeping off the faculty in the first place people who are either Com- 
munists or about whom there is evidence concerning Communist activity? 

Mr. Comps. Yes, sir; we feel that that is fully as important as getting them out 
of faculties once they get entrenched (py. 607, 608). 


Because of the testimony of Mr. Combs the subcommittee, feeling 


that the exposure was being accomplished by local agencies, did not 
subpena any witnesses from California. This was the standard the 
subcommittee had set for itself on leaving to local authorities wherever 
possible the job of exposing subversion 

The subcommittee sought to cond 
as to encourage wherever possible loca 
Communist infiltration. 

In the first place, it had no investigators in the field. There was 
enough evidence of subversion discernible to the subcommittee and 
its stalf, to obviate the need of investigators. Put it could not fail 


to observe that the available evidence so accessible was most plentiful 


where there had been a prior State er local investigation. In New 
York City, the New York State Legislature, under the chairmanship 
of then State Senator Frederic R. Coudert, Jr., had conducted an 
inquiry in 1940 and 1941 into subversion in the New York City 
schools and colleges. This State subcommittee had made impressive 
inroads into the Communist network in New York. Pella Dodd, a 
leader of the Communist organization which was investigated at the 
time, acknowledged this very readily. . 

However, that investigation was discontinued in 1941 when the 
Soviet Union entered the war, and thereafter the political atmosphere 
became favorable once again to Communist expansion. 


ct its hearings in such a way 


l 
| awareness of and resistance to 
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The Internal Security Subcommittee reopened the inquiry. It 
called 15 teachers from the secondary schools and 14 from the city 
colleges, many of whom had been called 11 years before in the Rapp- 
Coudert inquiry but had, at that time, denied any Communist 
affiliation. After refusing to answer similar questions at the con- 
gressional hearings, all these educators were suspended or dismissed 
by the New York city authorities under the provision of the city 
charter which prohibits city employees from refusing to testify. 

When the first hearing was held on September 8, 1952, the New York 
City Board of Education was under a stay, issued by the State com- 
missioner of education, from investigating teachers for Communist 
activity and membership. The day after the hearing began the Board 
of Edueation received notice that the stay was removed. Superin- 
tendent of Schools Jansen and the chairman of the law committee of 
the New York City Board of Education, George Timone, subsequently 
testified that the activity of this subcommittee was of considerable 
assistance in stimulating the city authorities to action and in causing 
power to be given those willing to take up the task of removin 
subversives. They considered that the hearings facilitated their 
work. 

After Dr. Jansen demonstrated to the subcommittee that local 
authorities were undertaking the work of eliminating subversives 
from the city schools, the subcommittee desisted from calling teachers 
under his jurisdiction. There were a few New York City teachers 
called after Dr. Jansen’s testimony but in each ease for a particular 
purpose, 1. e., to demonstrate infiltration by Communist educators 
into the Ford Foundation,’ Catholie Church groups,"' or to d 
strate how a Communist teacher slants his cours« 

There was no comparable activity in the New York City Board of 
Higher Education until Joseph Cavallaro was elected chairman of the 
board on May 18, 1953. Dr. Cavallaro testified before the subeom- 
mittee that he was prepared to initiate a program to eliminate 
subversives modeled after that employed by Dr. Jansen, and conse- 
quently the subcommittee desisted from calling teachers from the 
New York City colleges. 

Most of the 14 New York City college teachers who were subpenaed 
by this subcommittee during the present hearings and who invoked 
their constitutional protection were subjects of the Rapp-Coudert 
committee investigation in 1941. However, because most of these 
and others who comported themselves in similar fashion in executive 
session before this subcommittee, denied Communist Party member- 
ship in 1941 (the evidence shows that they did this beeause there 
was only one witness against them at the time), they were able to stay 
on unmolested for 12 years teaching thousands of students in their 
characteristic way. Dr. Gideonse substantiates this in the following 
testimony: 


emMon- 


Mr. Morris. Dr. Gideonse, some of those professors and members of your 
faculty who were involved in the investigation by New York State in 1941, have 
subsequently been brought before our committee, have they not? 

Dr. GipgeonseE. That is right (p. 552). 

Mr. Morris. This time, rather than deny the charges—which I 
people did at that time, * * * they invoked thei i priv 
incrimination? 

Dr. GipEonsE. That is right (p. 552). 





3 See te stimony of Harold Raymond 1! 
4 See testimony of Harold King, pp. 1 $ 
15 See testimony of William Frauenglass, pp. 538-541 
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Dr. Gideonse testified fully how he possessed knowledge through 
these 12 years that some members of his faculty were Communists, 
and yet he was powerless to do anything about it until these teachers 
invoked their privilege before this subcommittee. This was so because 
he had neither the legal nor the investigation power to go beyond the 
evidence made available in the Rapp-Coudert investigation, and 
because the decision in 1948 of the New York State Commissioner of 
Education reversing the Board of Higher Education in the so-called 
‘Thompson case had made it quite clear that even two witnesses might 
be too slender a margin to warrant action that would be legally 
sustained (p. 602). 


SCHOOL REACTION TO THE INQUIRY 


In all but a few of the cases before the subcommittee, the university 
officials and local authorities suspended the teachers who invoked their 
privilege against incrimination when asked about Communist Party 
membership. The following universities suspended faculty members 
therefor: Rutgers, Brooklyn Polytechnical Institute, Columbia, 
Vermont, New York University, Queens, Hunter, City College of New 
York and Brooklyn.'* 

All of the teachers in the secondary schools in Boston and New 
York who invoked their privilege were suspended or dismissed. 


SOME CONTROVERSIAL CASES 


ITelen Deane Markham 

‘Two witnesses have testified in executive session that Helen Deane 
Markham, an assistant professor at Harvard Medical School, has been 
an experienced member of the Communist Party in Boston. One of 
them, Herbert Philbrick, the FBI counterspy, also testified to that 
fact in open session after Mrs. Markham invoked her privilege against 
incrimination when given an opportunity to deny the evidence. The 
other witness was completely responsive when asked about Mrs. 
Markham, and testified that he paid Communist dues to her while she 
acted as treasurer of the Harvard branch of the Communist Party. 
By subcommittee standards, his anonymity is being protected. In 
addition, the subcommittee received information from another ex- 
Communist who, for reasons understood by the subcommittee, has 
expressed a reluctance to commit this information to sworn testimony. 
Advised of the motive of this witness and recognizing its merit, the sub- 
committee has elected to defer this testimony. The subcommittee is 
in no sense a prosecutor with the obligation of proving a case in the 
publie reeord. It has ample evidence of her Communist Party 
membership which, together with her refusal to enter denials in the 
record to the subcommittee’s evidence and information, satisfies us 
that Helen Deane Markham has been an experienced Communist 
operating in Boston. The subcommittee also has considerable 
evidence that her husband, George Markham, the  educa- 
tional director of the Fur and Leather Workers Union, has been an 
important Communist in Boston."® 


After tl report w completed the Harvard Corp. reopened tt Markham ease and announced her 
! ‘ v 17, 1953 On July 16, the | versity of Vermont annour 1 
Dr. Alex N {TY after giv 1 a period of 30 days to appear before the subcommitt 
! ‘ imed his privilege 
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Mrs. Markham first appeared before the subcommittee in Boston 
on March 27, 1953. At that time the subcommittee did not have 
the evidence mentioned as the second and third sources above, but 
it did have evidence that she was a Communist on the facult al 
Harvard Medical School On that oceasion Mrs. Markham invoked 
her privilege against incrimination on the following point 





W hi asked if the Navy t ) f Ciscl} ry ae i Es ( 
George Markha er | | ( 
Par whether la ed sec t ( Ist Party v 
4 I n 4 i 1 Me cal ! ( 
CL ! t Party ( ( ( the H I Tac \ rhe i 

( I ile ( rat MeG { Canada 1943 14 
whether e \ i arty ! i M.A ( 
Brown | in 1940 ( i i lt | 
it Wellesley prior to 1938; if ( id tried to reeruit lents into the } 
Co nist L le ¢ the ( ist | \ 
recruit fellow teac¢ rs into the ¢ nist Partv: if ’ i facult 
of the S ie] Adams School I if s ‘ i ( Sa 
Ada School in | 1 \ I ad att led pa ( u 

l red ernie " asked if ( ad bee a \ l 4 wnization calle 
American Association of Seientifie Workers (pp. 691, 692, 693 


On May 20, 1953, the Harvard Corp. rendered a decision in thi 
Markham case that held as follows: 
STATEMENT BY THE Harvarp Corp. IN REGARD To A CIATE Pror. WEND!I 


H. Furry, TEACHING FELLow LEon J. KAMIN, AND A rANT Pror. HE. 
DEANE MARKHAM 














On March 27 } Dr \Markha bppea}: | { J r co 
In respol to a u é rel 1toa eC! is to V ther 
now or has ever been a member of the Commun Part and as to a 
connected with the Con inist Party on the grou i that ar eri 
tions would tend to incriminate her, claimi the protect of t fifth a 
ment to the Constitut } 
We have followed the e procedure as in the case of A ite Prof. W | 
H. Furry 7 and have similarly used our best judgment as to the cred 
stat ents tous. Asal! ve | ve the follo pert fa 
Dr. Markham is not, and never has bee a re er Oo e Co 1 Par 
She became interested in what she terms the progr ive movement wher 
to Boston in 1944. In the spring ol 1945 she ta i rse n Diol a 
Samuel Adams School for 1 term, and has attended 2 cela ther She rved 
as secretary and member of the executive ¢ mittee of \merican A 
of Scientific Workers. she has never given a Com! ll to her te 
nor has she sought otherwise to influence t political \ ( her student Ler 
teaching and research are of a rder She f ve t 
gations by congressional committe in this field | ‘ t ) tut ife- 
guards of due process and ar danger of destr 
manner as the Nazis and Communists have don 
With the same considerations in nd which we hav 
our decision on Associate Professor Furry, we thir Dr. Mar i Ist 
fifth amendment is misconduct which creat the nec for us to inquire ’ 
the full facets. The facts available to us disclose that Dr. Mar am is not under 
Communist domination. We regret that Dr. Markham did e fit to sup 
ment the official record before the committee to t etfect t we do not regard 
that as controlling. Under all the circumstances we find it Dr. Markhar 
not been guilty of grave misconduct and on the information we now have we wi 


take no action against her, 

When aske d to comment on this decision, Senator Jenner made the 
following statement: 

I have no comment except to reemphasize the committce’s often-repeated 
position that it does not attempt to tell university or local authorities whom 


Fur 
tions as to hi bershij t Co 1 | 
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as teachers, w t 1 hall teach or how the teaching shall be 
Those matt e ent res} ibility of the sehool admin- 
it 3 the I ( { ( mittee to prest it the facts of sub- 
record (press release May 20). 
Sul iently, the subcommittee received additional evidence and 


0 1, and reealled Mis. Markham on May 28, 1953. The sub- 
e consolidated its evidence and information and she invoked 
her privilege against incrimination on the following questions: 


4 Lif in | ruary 1945 he was a member of the Thoreau branch of 
( Polit \ 1 asked if she recently denied to Harvard 
t she had | nal ber of the Communist Party; whether in 
17 ad be 1mer I the Back Bay branch of the Communist 
) he had beer ber of the Harvard faculty branch of the 
Party, in charge of collec irty dues; if during 1946 and 1947 she 
meetit t me at 103 Queensbury Street in Boston; whe I 
\ia 1951 she had ( vce retary-treasurer of e Harvard fac 
» Communist Par if I vening of October 27, 1952, st col- 
1 $10 in party dues and t 1 it over to the Communist Party treasury 
is ever ( ( Vv « \ ( er e had been a mer r of 
| Car bi ( \ can A ciatir f Sc e Worker 
| iD! of Har University, of I | t } ob of « Cu- 
vy of tl w | ral e Na 1A n \ 
1 Prof in Ja t 1444 il i Lf ) 
fact its! r of ( t é la i- 
1 of t Art 1 Pr he con- 
» the Str f 1 if a ) 
J protest t \ r ( \ 
} f Nia ’ for 
' J ( | ( | : HI 
( ( { ils i ( 0, 195 
| \ be | i ( 
| ( O08 OO. If 1 
It was apparent to the ibecommittee that. when the Harvan i Corp 
ke of exercising its Judgmer In tl ered lity o { ement ' 


mpiucation Was DI r) t| { \Irs \MiIarkham deni | (Comm LIST 


membership in a statement, either oral or written, to t corporation. 


Phe subcommittee asked her 1f she had made such denials and i} 
ked her privilege against incrimination rather than answer. 
l/ Vaurice THalperi Cc 
Maurice Halperin is a member of the Boston University faculty. 
In the course of its investigation into Communists in Government, 
the subeommittee had in its record Elizabeth Bentley’s testimony that 
vember of a Soviet espionage ring in Washington during the war 
Maurice Halperin, who had been head of the Latin-American 
Div yn of the Office of Strategic Services and of Latin-American 
Re rch Analysis in t State Department. It also had the informa- 
n that Nathaniel Weyl, an ex-Communist, who later testified fully 
before the subeommittee, had known that Halperin was a member of 
‘Communist Party of Texas and Oklahoma who had been sent to 


\lexico for the Communists to attend meetings of the Communist 
Party there!’ In addition, a top-secret memorandum circulated 
among security authorities, dated November 1945, was made known 
by then Congressman Richard M. Nixon in 1950, and this listed 
Maurice Halperin as a member of a Soviet espionage ring. The 
ouree of the information in the memorandum was the same Elizabeth 
Bentley who gave sworn testimony to the same effect with considerable 
more detail 3 years later. Nevertheless, it was a security evaluation 
oOo vears closer to Miss Bentley 's association with Halperin. 
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Accordingly, and following ( tablished proce lu eC, the subeom- 


mittee subpenaed Maurice Halperin who, it learned was chairman of 


the Latin-American Department at Boston University. Halperin 
appeared before the subcommittee in Boston on Mareh 26, 1953, 
and refused to answer questions under his constitutional privil 


on the following points: 


When asked if he was the mber of the Communist I 
1 member of a Cor ! esp ring that ws direct | I 
\ opera 1 i \ ! s IS 
\I | tl { if | a ( | 
\ he was he } espl I Wa 
¢ ( () il i | Ve ( ! | 
whether e he wa Mi = haa Ane 
! ee f e Cor | of M W I 
( Part v i t | ( 
t} ed Na \ | isa] I | 
pated United N ( Interna ( S 
! ( April and Ma 1‘ } 
di chet Oo OSS f1 1 Sel i ) We 
Wl e State De I tI ( er t J | j 
ever 1 Alger H \ ) | N 


Communist Parts pp. 667. 668, 670, 671, 672 


On June 30, 1953, Boston University announced that it was c¢ 





ing Professor Halperin for his refusal to testify but was retaining his 


! ] ‘ i 
services as head of the Latin-American Department at the university. 


The case of Edwin Berry Buraum 


Another case was that of Edwin Berry Burgum, a professor at 
New York University, who had invoked his privilege during the 
New York hearings. New York University held a full hearing befor 
the senate of the university and announced two decisions as follows 

Whereas no person may be foreed under the ¢ titutiona C1 
United 
hould be denied 1 J protec! Reena ys oT he inl 


amendment of the (¢ ition, the committee f is that tl first char 


1 States to ine! nate | f and ! mber of the te } gy profess 


But whereas the ur ersit has a < e dut { the f ety of w ( 
an institutional part, and whereas a 
society mav be expects 1 so to ¢ luet hilt that | i vit ~ eet the ft 
of responsible exercises of his rights of academie freedom, bot! the classro 
and elsewhere the co mittee Tf is that the cond charge sta 1 

And further, this committ oO Ss ( acues ¢ ews 4 the. dia al of 
Associate Profe r Burgum for |} abu rt y } mm under 
cover of academic freedom would not } consist f t he tatement of 
in regard to academie freedom and tenure at New York | ve} v as specified 
in section III, artiel 1—11 inclu e, pi 21 to 26 ’ York Univer 
Faculty Handbook Dat May 4, 1953 (p. 981 Ne York 1 versitv sta 
ment ¢ the Penslol ar ’ 1 ’ tf Edy I 4 | . 
protessor of Ir h, W ington Square ¢ ege of Ar . 


rEACHERS IN GOVERNMENT 


The subcommittee found that many of the prolessors who invoked 
their constitutional privilege when asked about the evidence of their 
Communist membership had experienced careers that alternated wit! 


\ 1 case of ex I : 
be tee learned } } \ I ‘ , I 
I wi iby ed de ( I I 
] the q tion of his memt 9 t 
t 1 re tion f the ¢ 1 I ‘ t 
ng for t ht to char four t W f 
¥ > at 
H rd Corp led i i 





Government service of nsitive nature. Maurice Halperin had a 


( rnment career in t Office of Strategic Services, the Depart- 
ft State, and t Otlice of the Coordinator of Information. Paul 
Try | rial t Willian (‘ol ro. had been an OSS officer 
! I hsy r, as te professor of the Universit 
( \\ | ( bine I h a lop 
l Oo 1) ise D irtment during the wan th 
ticulal ren to t nature of the shock wave and of varion 
1 co ted wit! nderwater los ; rman | dau 
| U1 of Chicago, worked on ord- 
) \ ) ne! vhile at the A cle P) ' 
( veen { 1} ie | he Un rsity 
( ) | ( el j mo n ( thy ! n 
( ! | ana mM thod Ol thre cael Ll¢ 
/ / / ( 
\ ! he most in ( e tl nvolvinge prof Ts 
) ( on tl it ( rorect Not on of them | ied 
r th th m { nt On vitn rol Philip 
\I | NI; i } il rf ‘I hnol pre to be 
} o tl wcon i! lard opernting ( 1ur 
{ rr Mo Ol nowled | that he had been member of the 
} ll ( mt t | ue am he ¢ mmunist Pay in California 
Ol ) rie to pecon ( it vith the LLomMi MO! ) royect 
o I \ ich a aimed Communi that he deliv ed tor pl 
C4 l hist unit a s ot teeture on Len sin. 
Philin Me ison joined the Manhattan project in 1942, Ife was a 
and group leader in the Meteorological Laboratory in 1944 
lwith I. I. du Pont de Nemours laboratory in 1944 A physicist 
I | in th | VA teil ice pro 1 ot tl { ited 
ut {rm Until after the test of the atomic bomb he was with the 
University of California |: ratorv in New Mexico lie was one of a 
| ip OL eX! { Li i 1] dl { sted, and mou ted | nbs 
I combat in tl Par 1) to h pe { 1 at Los Alamo 
an ) ( LJ » | pan to imsp t damaged citi 
Pro or Morrison acknowled hie d access to virtually all secrets 
of the project The beon ttee obtained limited ace s to hh 
Government question »and learned that he had withheld his Com- 
munist Party memb ip from the security authorities. ] 
testimony Morrison stated that certain authorities *° did know of his 
record The 1 t significant aspect of his testimony was the fact 


that Morrison acknowledged active work for the Communists right 
adown to le 3 t] 


lan Oo Weeks prio! to hi testimony. The subcommittee 
learned that Professor Morrison and Dr. Edward Barsky *! had 
been put in charge of an important campaign for the American Peace 
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W E.J r I n, Int I Su m1 ee fr jordon Dean, ‘ I n, U.S. Ator 
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Crusade at a meeting on April 17, 1953. The purpose of the April 17 
1953, meeting was to launch a proposed periodical, to set up a speaker's 
bureau, and to bring together the people with like-minded views 
Rev. John W. Darr was selected to be in charge of public relations for 
the forthcoming plans of the American Peace Crusade. The American 
Peace Crusade is an organization controlled by the Communists and 
cited as Communist by the Attorney General on April 29, 1953 
\Morrison’s explanation was that he had petitions | the Attorney Gen- 


eral to have the organization removed from the subver list it 
petition has not been e¢ranted. The fact that Mo son had b n l 
organized Communist and was in charge of a campaign for a Com- 
munist-controlled organization, the nature of which should have been 
apparent to a man of his political sophistication and experience, was 
deemed so significant to the subeommittee that it felt | tesi 
should be in the record. In addition, it portrayed what the subcom- 
mittee felt was ah egregious looseness in security on the Nati 
most valuable wartime seeret. 


Be T) 3 ee 
The case of David Ha S 


This laxitv in security matters was exemplified bv the testimonv of 


two other witnesses One of these. David Haw! iS. Wa L protessor 
at the Universitv of Colorado who at the time of his appea ince had 
the title of interne in : ral education at Harvard University, under 
the auspices of the Carnecie Corp Professo Hawkins testified 





that he had been a Commun 1 was assiened to 


Communist Party bran I) Ss in the [ niversityv of 
California and Stanford Hle te mntinued going to 
Communist mectines, he bel 945 In the first 


week of Mav of that vear he re¢ ll froma Mr. W. R. 
tor ot the Los 
3 an 


e project and had 


Dennes, spoke with Robert O 


lamos project, and became a adminis- 


trative aide.’ Later, 





aecess to all the information 1 the history of the 
project. He testified that he lalitative way with 
the development of t! tified that Frank 
Oppenheimer, brother of Robert been chairman of 
a branch of the Commu t Part to which h Hawkins, belonged 
and he conceded that it is possible that he had met Robert Oppen- 
heimer through Frank, who, according to the testimony, was also 
transferred to the Los Alamos project. Hla ; declared he was 
not asked by the security authorities at Los Alamos about his member- 
ship in the Communist Party. He acknowl ed that he had been 
asked to list organizations t t he had belonged to. He said he did 


not regard the Communist Party as “an organization in that sense.’ 
1 } ‘ 


tle also said his Communist record was known 


hh o1ices of the 


military security of the Manhattan project 
Professor Hawkins was one of the thre \ ; who refused to 
answer certain subcommittee questions without invoking the fifth 


1 
amendment. He refused to say whether one Leonard T. Pockman 
was a Communist or whether Professor Morrison was a Communist 
at a particular time. 


In} {¥ nr ¢ } 7 \f } q 
you t I e been a 
l t t ‘ ter 
( | t Ha | \ | } ) ) 
Ar ean Fece I I I 
William E. Jenner, ¢ I i rH » | ,» U.S 
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PEACHEI ON DEFENSE JOBS 


The third ease involving the aton 


ic bomb project was that of 
Lewis Balamuth Balamuth had been identified by a witness during 


the Institute of Pacifie Relations hearing by the Internal Security 
Subcommittee as a person who had been a Communist while on the 


f City College in New York in the early 1940’s and who had been 
ssigned to the Atomie Bomb Manhattan project during the war. 
Jalamuth had been identified as a Communist in open hearings of the 
rapp-Coudert (New York State Legislative) Committee, and had left 
the New York City College thereafter. When Balamuth was sub- 
penaed he proved to be a completely responsive witness and im- 
pressed the subcommittee with his sincerity and directness. He 
testified he had been a Communist from 1936 to sometime in 1946, 
that after his departure from City College he worked on the faculty 
of the School for Demo racy, an institution organized by the Com- 
munists to take care of those dismissed as a result of the Rapp- 
Coudert Inquiry, and later taught at the Jefferson School of Social 
Serence; that he had worked with four other Communists on projects 





that involved war contracts;™ that he received an unsolicited call from 
Chicago during the war and was asked to use a method which he had 
developed at Columbia University for measuring the elastic properties 


of materials, using ultrasonics. He was asked to apply this method 
to the study of the properties of graphite, for the Manhattan bomb 
project. His superior was surprised that an exposed Communist, 


ich as Balamuth, should be selected for this assignment. Balamuth 
aid he worked only 1 day on the project and recommended another 

ientist in his stead. He was later listed on the faculty of the Jeffer- 
son School as a lecturer on atomic power literature. Balamuth ex- 
plained that he had a heart attack in 1945 and had an opportunity 
to view himself in his political perspective and thought his way out 
of the Communist Party 

Balamuth was excused from public testimony because of his physi- 
eal condition, The subcommittee, however, felt that his testimony 
was of such importance that it should go into the record inasmuch as 
its publication would have the effect of presenting him to the world 
as one on the side of free nen whose Communist record had previ- 
ously been made public. The subcommittee thus made an exception 
to its rule of presenting its* testimony through witnesses in publie 
session so that they could be viewed by the whole world. 

The subcommittee also felt that the shocking condition portrayed 
by the testimony of Morrison, Hawkins, and Balamuth, involving 
as it did the case of Frank Oppenheimer and others, warranted special 
treatment and consideration, 


COMMUNIST TEACHERS AS PROPAGANDISTS 


Throughout the course of the subcommittee hearings, teachers who 
have refused to affirm or deny their Communist Party membership 
have reiterated their insistence that no evidence has been produced 
to show that communist propaganda has been injected into the schools 
and college S. Tima Ludins, for example, pleaded constitutional 
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On April 7, 1953, Herbert Philbrick, former FBI undercoverman 

} Boston Communist Party, testified to the existence of an edu 
cational commission in each district of the Communist Party, as well 
as nationally. The teachers whom he knew with the party operated 
under the direction of the e lucational commission 

The New York Teacher News 1s the official organ of the New 
York Teachers | hon, which hi s been expelled from the Congress 





of Industrial Oreanizations and from the American Federation of 
Labor because of its Communist characte An examination of this 
organ whose editors invoked the fifth amendment when they appeared 
before our committee, disclosed a regular feature column promoting 
the Soviet Union, and Ce ont organizations and Communist 
literature, which was he: mstruction “New material fo. 
classroom us See pt. 1, pp. 290 to 305.) ™ 

\liss Anne Melson Stommel, Chief of the Film Branch of the Signal 
Co Publications Ageney at Fort Monmouth, N.J., attended certain 


in-service courses for teachers in New York City in 1947. According 
to her earefully annotated notes, taken at the time of the course, 
the chairman and master of ceremonies Was Louis Relin, a high-school 
teacher, who has refused to deny his Communist Party membership 
Participating as lecturers, were three speakers who also invoked the 
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privilege under the fifth amendment, and declared that evidene: 


not been produced that 


any teacher has ever taught any ing in the classr but the 
Was lured to teach, 


Abraham Lederman, presidi it of the New York Teachers 1 


i | +t ; 
another who invoked his privilege under the fifth amendment declared 
that— 
there has been i ance pI I i t ‘ 
] I ( ] t ( 
But the testimony before the subcommittee has convi ly demo 
strated that such teachers ai not only a ly Le | lu 
Communist intiuet | > OUl icatio lL instit ) hyiit 
do this throu hi ODLIGUE Haha maiwect Mevhoa Inder Conmumun Pas 
ail ‘LION 

Che real aim of Communist teachers is clearly expressed by Dr. Bell 
V. Dodd, former member of th National Committee of the Cor 
munist Party, and a former teacher at Hunter College, in her testim« 
on March 10, 1953: 

Senator WELKER. Dr. Dodd, in vour opinion, « v teacher r profe 
luence, either in ela I irdl o1 r of t rp 
internalior Communist 
LD Dopp. The Ce \ ‘ 
HH t ( mal i f ‘ 
tr fit itl { l I i 
I ; in 4] ' ; 
ta is part of the appara I 
) lered to | I { | f 
the teacher t ut 1 
Lani neg Poy 
S itor WE I Do - 
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to 1 if I i {ro i ( 
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Dr. D Ml | ] 
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Q itor WEI I Y 
Dr. Dopp. This i S \ ; R 1 ] 

The 1 IK ( i} 

olin ( 1 to ‘ 
t< er wit! ( | I t i 
poi I Y I I Is ra 
} Lo l | \ d I r lO Lil i ex . 

( imunist teac 1 w endous ial reé i- 
bil \ | Vv I L ¢ ( I rohble } t the 
p! s of the children. ‘TI! must take advantage of their position without 
exposing the selves, to give their students to the est of their adlity the working 


class education”’ (pp. 529, 530). 


For special reasons the youth in our schools and colleges are a 
favorite Communist target, as Dr. Dodd explains: 


Dr. Dopp. The youth are a very special target of the Communists. They 

want youth because the youth are the government of tomorrow. ‘The people of 
. 
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fifth amendment: William Frauenglass, since suspended by the New 
York Board of Education; Bernard J. Stern of Columbia University; 
and Robert Norton.» Dr. Stern used the occasion to praise the 
minority policy of the Soviet Union and the Marxist publication, 
Science and Society. In the material shown and recommended were 
various films and pamphlets by writers who have refused to deny 
Communist Party membership before congressional committees 
including: Gene Weltfish, Robert Norton, Ring Lardner, Jr., Waldo 
Salt, and Albert Maltz 


In the course of his lectures, Robert Norton declared: 


Reach the \ hole ¢ mim t A .<y > COM! rit t ’ + se} k K * 
We re fundar ta { to cha ail i 
We are ing to hav t r the er ra adnilt « ‘ kK * 4 at 
t Is ¢ eC] y T ull « + t } 
adults (p. 84 
On Mareh 11, 1953, Dr. Harry D. Gideonse, placed in the recor 


he following estimate of Communist activity in our schools which 


tf 
he made in 1948, based upon his long academic experience: 


PARTY KEEPS TEACHERS UNDER SURVEILLANCE 


Moreover, the evidence shows that the activities of Communist 


teachers are subject to the most rigorous review and discip] ne by the 
Communist hirarchy. ‘The subeommittee was reminded of this when 
it discovered a member of the disciplinary review or control commis- 


sion of the Communist Party in the audience at its hearing on Sep- 


tember 25, 1952. watching the conduct of teacher witnesses being 
questioned as to their Communist affiliations. Dr. Dodd supple 


mented our experience with a description of the power of this com- 
niussion: 

Senator WELKER. What is this control commi n, Dr. Dodd? 

Dr Dopp 1 he control ) I LO! Is. the ternal poll ot the Commu 
Party In any country tft t ther LS Che control 0 1 3 Tf ] ur 
( ission. FR er, I said that co nl is a r t 1 

eC! ent. * © TF Fe t an off ia t ( t s 
either by thought, word, or action, I get brought before t control commission, 
and ther I am tried, to a cert n ext ,andlia i ) ’ $ 

Senator WELKER. And you had that control comn n New York? 

Dr. Dopp. We had that control commission on a national basis, in New York 
and everv other State in the Union, every other district 

Senator WELKER. You had deali: with it from t to time: did you not? 

Dr. Dopp. I was called before the control comn ) three separate oc- 
ca ons durir r the time I wa tr th tl par LO45t ) LO4S ) 20 


Then she showed the impact of this power on the mind of the 
Communist teacher in the course of the following colloquy: 


Senator WELKER. Dr. Dodd, based upon your experience at Hunter Col 
and your experience in the legislative field on behalf of the Teachers | nion al 1 
vour entire background, ean you tell me whether or not a Communist teacher or 
a Communist college professor is a free agent in any sense Of the word? 

Dr. Dopp. No Communist who knows he is a Commu! t can be a free ag 
He is a soldier in the international army of world communism, and he has a deyo- 





Alartas } v. | 
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tion to that principle over and above anything else there may be. It is not like 
just being an ordinary liberal or an ordinary radical, You are part of an inter- 
national movement, and you are coordinated with your committees and your 
organization. You meet at least once every 2 weeks with the people who are 
the party apparatus. There is no such thing as freedom for a Communist college 
teacher (p. 528). 

The whip of the Communist Party did not stop, however, at the 
classroom door, as far as teachers are concerned. It was wielded even 
over those who entered the Armed Forces with particular reference to 
those who participated in Army indoctrination courses. These indi- 
viduals were compelled to make regular and full reports regarding 
their activity to their party superiors. Again the testimony speaks 


Mr. Morris. Dr. Dodd, did Communist teachers therefore accept the general 
directive of the Commu! t Party, and did they themselv go into the armed 

ices of the United States during this period? 

Dr. Dopp. Y they immediately began volunteering for service and coop- 
erating with the war effort to their fullest extent 

Mr. Morr Do you know, based on your experience with these schoolteacher 
What assignme they ultimately obtained in the armed services of the United 
mtat ? 

Dr. Dopp. T gue it was varied, because it depends upon the branch of service 
Many of our teachers did seek to go into the educational division of the Army, 
the mdoctrination course 

Mr. Morris. How do you know that, Dr. Dodd? 

Dr. Dopp. From time to time the mem} s would come back and we would 
discuss the question of what their work was, and they would discuss particularly 


the indoctrination courses where they were very eager to make the turn for the 





n soldier in a pro-Soviet fashion Many of our soldiers were anti-Soviet, 


despite the fact that the Sovict nion Was in the War with us. It was the ques 
tion of making the turn and establishing the idea that the Soviet | hnion Was a 
lemocracy and Was, as a matter of fact, the most perfect democracy in the world 

The purpose of the indoctrination courses Was to get as much of that in as 
possible. Of course, in some places they got a lot in; in some places they had to 
tak< little. a4 Vv were verv anxioustos tLitin 

Mr. Morrti You know this, Dr. Dodd, because of that fact that you knew 
these particular Communist teachers who did come back and as a matter of facet 
reported to you at Communist Party headquarters how they were carrying on 
their own indoctrination courses in their service? 

Dr. Dopp. As a matter of fact, no Communist went to the Armed Forces or 
came out of the Armed Forces without re rting to the party his experience, 
his work. No man came in on leave without reporting to the party and finding 


out Just what the pitch was p. 522 


SOCIAL ACTIVITIES IMPORTANT 


William H. Withers, chairman of the department of economics 
and contemporary civilization at Queens College, has taught for 
24 years in American universities, in the course of which he has closely 
observed the tactics of Communist teachers, particularly with refer- 
ence to their conduct outside of the classroom. We quote from the 
testimony of Dr. Withers: 


Mr. Wiruers. Well, the theory of the Communist Party, as I understood it, 
the early days, and I think it still holds good, is that people are put in strategic, 
might be called strategic positions. Now, in a sense, a teacher is in a 
tegic position. He is in a strategic position not simply because he is able 
to introduce his ideas into class discussions or into his lectures, but he is pri- 
marily in a strategie position because after hours, after class hours, he can exercise 
a very important influence upon the ideas of students who gather around him. 
The typical action of the Communist teacher is to become a popular person 
with students, to curry favor witl 
person, to appear to be a person who is without sin and is always against sin, to 
be a person who is constantly fighting for what is idealistic. A lot of young 


1 the students, to appear to be a courageous 
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people accept this view that the Communist teacher has of himself, and 3 a 
result become a part of what might be called a coterie of the Communist teacher 
Then they begin to become active. They are gradually educated to Commu t 
activity, and it is for that purpose that the Communist teacher is most useful to 
the Communist Party (p. 460). 

* * * . + * 

The method of operation was primarily through constant personal contacts 
with students, after your class hours. Both of these two teachers? w popular 
teachers with students and they made constant efforts to become ft is with 
students on the campus. They atter led retentions all « portant 
meetings. They sponsored student organizations, particularly of a liberal 
variety. They associated with students off the campu the homes of the 
other students who were either affiliated with the Communist Party or sympa- 


thetic to the Communist Party (p. 464 
TEACHING IN COMMUNIST SCIIOOLS 


Demonstrating their active concern with the promotion of Com- 
munist propaganda, a number of witnesses who invoked the fifth 
amendment, employed in priv ite or public schools an colleges, have 
taught in schools described by the Attorney General : ‘adleansh of 
the Communist Party,” *” particularly the Jefferson School of Social 
Science (New York), Philadelphia School of Social Science and Art, 
Samuel Adams School of Social Studies (Boston), Abraham Lincoln 
School (Chicago), School for Democracy (New York), Workers 
School (New York). These names are to be found in an appended 
table. Tima Ludins admitted that she had taught in Soviet schools. 
Margaret Schlauch and Helen Adams Ingfeld former college professors 

New York City are now teaching in Communist Poland. 


PROJECTS AND PROPAGANDA 


Teacher witnesses before the committee, who claimed this privilege 
under the fifth amendment in answer to their Communist Party 
membership, invoked a similar plea regarding their activities in 
recruiting students and teachers into the Communist Party or the 
Young Communist League, and their active support and promotion of 
Communist-front organizations, campaigns, and publications. 

Typical was the case of Horace Bancroft Davis, associate professor 
of economics at the University of Kansas City, who invoked his 
privilege under the fifth amendment on the subject of his support 
of the Stockholm peace petition, the Abraham Lincoln Brigade, 
Conference on Pan-American Democracy, Workers Alliance, American 
League Against War and Fascism, Schappes Defense Committee, 
New Masses, International Labor Defense, and petitions for the 
freedom of Earl Browder bro Luis Carlos Prestes. 

A significant example of Communist propaganda in an educational 
work outside the social science field was the book Soviet Psychiatry, 
by Dr. Joseph Wortis, a leading psychiatrist who has trained many 
young psychiatrists. He boasted that 10,000 copies had been printed, 
that it was now in its second printing and had been hailed by leading 
medical journals as a ‘valuable source of factual material.” Dr. 
Wortis pleaded the fifth amendment as to his Communist Party 
membe ‘rship at the time when he wrote the book. The inaccuracies 


26 These teachers were Vera Shalkman and Oscar Shaftel, both of whom invoked the fifth amendment 
as a protection against self-incrimination in ref ig to answer t ) 
ship 

27 See table, p. 31, this report. 
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and outright propaganda in this book were presented in testimony by 
Dr. Michael Mischenko, a professor of psychiatry from 1929 to 1944 
in the Soviet Ukraine. Dr. Wortis, according to his own admission, 
had never visited the Soviet Union or the institutions he so glowingly 


cit eribed. 


THE POSITION OF WITNESSES IDENTIFIED AS COMMUNISTS 


The subcommittee could not fail to observe a fixed pattern of 
behavior toward the subcommittee from the witnesses who were 
identified as Communists and who invoked their constitutional. 


Hloward Selsam has been identified by numerous witnesses In sworn 
testimony asa member of the Communist Party.22 He was su nded 
from the New York City school system in 1942. Shortly thereafter 
he was made director of the Communist-created School for Democracy. 
And at the time of his testimony he was director of the Jefferson 
School of Social Science, an institution adjudicated by the Attorney 
General as an adjunct of the Communist Party. His books have been 
published by International Publishers, the official publishers of the 
Communist Party. When he was subpenaed, he was asked about all 
this evidence, and he invoked his constitutional privilege rather than 
deny it. 

The subcommittee felt that the statements of Selsam, in view of 
his uncontroverted Communist membership and his official position 
as director of the Communist training school, were representative of 
a Communist teacher. Selsam, at the outset of his testimony, sub- 


mitted a statement which the subcommittee received. It read: 


(Prepared for presentation to the Internal Security Subcommittee of the Judiciary 


Committee of the United States Senate, Washington, D. C., April 8, 1953) 





I come before t} co Lj only ler compul I testif ere under pro- 
t I} is nothing but an evil inquisition into the heresies of which educators 
mav | pected 
ll the actions of this committee reveal its aim to be the creation of an atmos- 
phere of repression and terror so that no teacher dare follow the lead of ideas 
Without first asking himself what ideas or organizations this committee approve 
Nearly every witness you call before vou knows full well the meaning of your 
subpena server’s knock on his door. It spells for him either the threat of dis- 
missal from his job and his life’s chosen profession, or the loss of his integrity and 
decency Ile knows that once he sec to maintain his honesty and freedom by 
nding on his constitutional grounds, his college authorities threaten his dis- 
I il He knows that once he begi to crawl before vou, he will be dragged 
through the mud till he becomes an informer, a stool pigeon, or an outright liar 
Such a proceeding as this deserves nothing but contempt from any teacher, 
‘ lar, or citizen of a democracy. As Mr. Markel, the Sunday editor of the 
New York Time observed last week these congressional investigations of 
} Is and colle have dropped an iron curtain on t ight In our country, 
have produced a sort of int etual virus that paralyzes our moral sense and our 
I ic idgments Only last week, too, the Association of American Universities 
1 that a university’s ‘whole spirit requires investigation, criticism, and pre- 
tation of ideas in an atmosphere of freedom and mutual confidence.’ Yet 
1 am only one of a constant parade of witnesses summoned before investigating 
( tees for the sole purpose of destroying mutual confidence among educators, 
blacking out an atmosphere of freedom, and preventing any criticism of accepted 
ideas. 
\ll of my adult life has been devoted to the study of philosophy and society 
and to teaching students the best of the thought of humanity, past and present, 
( t I ort t} i} f tho J 
I ( ! | I (Rapp-Coudert ¢ 1942, | 
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in order that they might find solutions to the problems confronting them. I 
have always had the deepest love for my country, whose independence my 
ancestors helped to win. I want it to be the best in everything, especially with 
respect to the life of its working people and its national minorities. I have lo: 
followed Thomas Jefferson’s plea: ‘‘Educate and inform the whole mass of the 
people. They are the only sure Tre liar ce for the preserva n of our liberty.” 
These are a few of the reasons why I choose to uphold the Constitution with 
guaranties of freedom of thought and speech. These too, are the reasons lL employ 
the fifth amendment as it was originally intended to be used, namely, to protect 
American citizens against inquisitors, abusers of judicial power, or. legislat 
who, under the cloak of investigation, seek to frighten our people into confor 
(pp. 771, 772). 


nity 


The subcommittee has reprinted this comment for the following 
reasons: 

1. The statement is completely at variance with the printed 
testimony. 

2. This statement or parts of it were echoed by other witnesses who 
invoked thew privilege against incrimination when asked about the 
subcommittee evidence of their Communist membership, notably 
Horace Bancroft Davis, Tima Ludins, Meyer Case, Abraham Leder- 
man, Richard H. Austin, Doxey A. Wilkerson, Oscar H. Shaftel, 
Mrs. Alice Jerome, and others. 

3. The biased and inaccurate strictures of Mr. Selsam, whom the 
subcommittee considered a recognized Communist spokesman and 
educator, have, for reasons difficult for the subeommittee to under- 
stand, been reflected with remarkable similarity in the comments of 
certain educators, editors and well-known public figures. 


SHOULD A COMMUNIST BE A TEACHER? 


The subcommittee, in hearing the testimony of so many educators 
who, the evidence and their behavior indicated, were Communists, 
noted the many evasions and the specious and dishonest representa- 
tions of the purposes and procedures of the subcommittee. It was, 
in addition, impressed by the evidence that responsive and qualified 
witnesses gave about the nature of the Communist conspiracy and 
the individuals therein. It is firmly aware of the position of trust 
that a teacher holds in relation to his students and to the parents 
who have committed their sons and daughters to his guidance and 
influence. Furthermore it could see in every phase of the testimony 
the sketch and the outline of the Soviet conspiracy against our 
youth. 

The American Association of Universities on March 30, 1953, 
issued a statement addressed to the eligibility of a Communist teacher 
to teach. It read: 


* * * Appointment to a university position and retention after appointment 
require not only professional competence but involve t aflirmative obligation 
of being diligent and loyal in citizenship. Above all, a sel st have integ- 
rity and independence. This renders impossible adherence *h a regime as 
that of Russia and its satellites. No person who accepts or advocates such princi- 
ples and methods has any place in a university. Since present membership in the 
Communist Party requires the acceptance of these principles and methods, such 
membership extinguishes the right to a university position. Moreover, if an 
instructor follows communistie practice by becoming a propagandist for one 
opinion, adopting a “party line,” silencing criticism or impairing freedom of 
thought and expression in his classroom, he forfeits not only all university support 
but his right to membership in the university (p. 740). 
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Prof. Harry Allen Overstreet, an experienced educator and lecturer, 
expressed himself in his testimony as follows: 


Mr. Morris. Do you feel that a person’s being an active member of the Com- 
munist Party is compatible with being a teacher in a university or in an under- 
graduate school? 

Mr. Overstreet. Iam perfectly convineed, Mr. Morris, that it is quite incom- 
pat ible with being a teacher in an education system such as our democracy calls 

Teaching is a matter of one’s total personality, and the Communist attitude 
toward life being an attitude which accepts the fact that we all have these funda- 


mental questions answered, and we simply have now to follow, is a condition 
which goes completely counter to the freedoms of investigation and the integrity 
of investigation that we require in our educational processes 
So I would sav that being a Communist, being an active and confirmed Com- 
inist, is completely incompatible with teaching in our kind of educational 
I would say all of these go counter to what is required in democratic 
educational processes, and, since teaching is a matter of a total personality and 
n imply of teaching the particular subject matter, that total personality Com- 
munist orient none over into the teaching, into all the human relationships, and 
for that reason I would say that being a Communist, if I may put it paradoxically 
be a Communist makes a competent teacher incompetent to teach. * 
p. 1019). 


From these observations and from all the evidence taken to date, 
the subcommittee has come to these conclusions. 


CONCLUSIONS 


World Communist leaders have made schools and colleges of the 
United States a target of infiltration and activity as part of their 
program to destroy the United States. 

2. A Communist educator, because of his submission to a totalitarian 
organization, cannot maintain the standards of academic freedom and 
ob jee tive scholarship and be loyal to the regulations of local authorities. 

3. Communist teachers use their positions in the classroom and 
in extra-curricular activities to subvert students and other teachers 
and the public to promote the objectives of communism. 

4. Communist teachers exercise as part of an organized conspiracy 
an influence far more extensive than their numbers would indicate. 

5. Communist penetration of the schools is becoming more covert, 
and Communist teachers are being organized into a secret under- 
eround more difficult to detect. 

Teachers, students, and educational authorities, publie and pri- 

vate, do not today have the means to identify, unassisted, secret 
members of the Communist Party or to trace their conspiratorial 
activities. 
7. Exposure of Communists by congressional and State legislative 
committees has helped local authorities protect themselves against 
organized subversion and has given such authorities the evidence by 
which some hidden Communists could be removed from teaching 
positions, 

8. Since the great ms jority of present-day secret Communists can, 
only with great difficulty, be identified by evidence sufficient to justify 
legal action, it falls upon the educators themselves to devise criteria 
and methods to deal with teachers whose adherence to the Communist 
conspiracy, though not easily legally provable, makes them morally 


unfit to teach as well as a threat to national security. 
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9. A teacher, who invokes his pris il acamst crimination rather 
than deny membership in the Communist organization before a duly 
constituted authority, violates his trust and forfeits his right to shape 
the character of our youth. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


The subcommittee makes the following recommendations: 

That educational authorities give consideration to the establish- 
ment of criteria and the initiation of procedures whereby schools, 
colleges and universities can eliminate teachers who have demon- 
strated their unsuitability to teach, because of their collaboration 

ith the Communist conspiracy. 

That States and educational institutions give consideration to the 
program adopted by the state of California, and the several colleg: Ss 
and universities therein, which, recognizing that subversion in the 
educational process is a matter of public concern, has put into opera- 
tion a program that provides for a reservoir of security information, 
the free exchange of security information between colleges and legis- 
lative committees, and means whereby the facilities and powers of 
State agencies are made of service to educational institutions. 

That school authorities, colleges, and local boards of education 
institute positive programs, under qualified experts in the field of 
combating communism, to teach both teachers and school pupils the 
nature of the Communist CONnSp1Iracy that is attacking the whole 
structure of our society. 

That the Internal Security Subcommittee continue to support 
Senate bill 16, giving Congress the power to grant immunity to certain 
witnesses, and, in the event of its enactment into law, review the 
evidence taken by the subcommittee during this session of Congress 
with the object of recalling certain witnesses who have refused to 
testify. 








APPENDIX 


PATTERN OF INFILTRATION 


lla V. Dodd, formerly a leading Com- 


he field of education, testified as follows 


munist official specializing in the f 
} ( ‘ 
ding the aims of the Communist Party: 
S r Met I AN | »f ( level j | scl ols. is that not tru 
) Do | t ry i tot versiti 
Senator McCarran. Fr t pl iry ols, the grad hools, the high 
ind then into the academies, is that right? 
Dr. Dopp. There is no doubt about that. (Testimony of Bella V. Dodd, vol, 3, 


TI e attac he | table sl OWS the accuracy of this e timate 








9 
o 


N THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 


SUBVERSIVE INFLUENCE I 











secousesseene® kay ' riety & encoensoeee® ¢ TA 
ee 199 L | YIO XR MIN O ye nd t } n ) 
a peeeeeene rn s *3 I mo ) 1 JB PAwBMOH aT - -- I ‘ 
¢ | -- } | { ) 
I I i¢{ J W 
FF v vy‘ ) 
9 | \ 1 H40A N | MDO 
k 97, ) 4 J , 
; | ) WON ) | [ 
| Ty { 
Ree { I 131H I L {yoolg k g6l 5 IW i Pl H I 
| | | 
ZE-RE 4 I { 
*o7-EZBI ) 7 | 
$2026 ) { oO UT Wa w een as oo Z { 1mo4g OOITV *S4 1 
1G . euered | 
JO | 5 aS Pee 
I IS H¥IOM | } [ A 1 IN [ 
| i 14u i 
i jue 1d jd oocenene=="pIBYOTY ¥ 
q } pot 
19q W900] 1 d | 
} i u } k It j L ‘8S eager oY iH I V 
aki 1 gor * }UV 
qu 6182 “PO; ere a soy ‘194d TV 
4st z a eee MAJ] V 
ose Ee 
diysisqgt suLBeYy —, 
ystuNUIWIO,) 0 aed N 





diyssaquau yons payiupp 40 divys 
fi1s0q IS1UNWULOY) 1194} fburpspbad quIU pUIWD yIG 94} payoaut oyn suo ynyysUr jpUuolD. 





49qu pul 


) fo suaquiau (Toj}s 49430 pun $L9YyIDI} Buinoys QOL 








i) . rr . 
4 SUBVERSIVE INFLUENCE IN hlikk EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 
| 
SUBVERSIVE INFLUENCE IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 
| 
~ : ea) 
— = o 
= = - = E“ 








os 


‘ 
e 


PROCESS 


ATIONAL 


( 


INFLI 


SUBVERSIVE 


“Ti 




















"IBN 











IGA fi oon 100'T [95904 
a aes 1M 
eae a H ‘3u1y 

dd WILY ‘“S4JAl ‘OUOLa, 
log | cteeeeeen-=--- magn | ‘uosyour 
It ~serecwnene="M AIT ‘210QUdIST 


Av ; usAy ‘10 











ABI ““praeq ‘suTy Mery 





Invyy ‘ tH 


‘qoq | “se*ere"==="uotrd ‘mos}Ejsny 





a eulenty 





ss 


PROCI 


T 
i 


ATIONA 


DU¢ 


ENCE IN THE | 


E INFI 


UBVERSI\ 


» 


EAT 
LP6l 


3 











Sa 


wa 








2° 
ob 
Q. 


SUBVERSIVI 





| 
| x 
| 
| 
St | 
} 
| 
i 


INFLI 


I 


NCE 


IN 


THE 


EDUCATIONAL 


PROCESS 








